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INTRODUCTION 


In this video we will try to explain why Croatian and Serbian have, historically, become so 
close so that many uninformed, or, sometimes, deluded people confound identities of 
these two languages, and we will omit historical survey of nascent Bosnian and 
Montenegrin languages, all of which results in recycling of mostly discarded ideological 
Serbo-Croatian platitudes and reductionist surveys based on elementary language 
learning primers, as well as being a product of the very nature of linguistics, which is a 
humanist and soft science without clear and universally accepted criteria for 
determining the status of languages, and hence not anything decisive in ascertaining 
whether literary and standard languages are variants of a language or different 
languages. This is a second part of the video, the first part of which can be seen here. 
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HISTORY OF THE CROATIAN LANGUAGE 


Croatian language, in all varieties, has been standardized as an amalgam of Kajkavian, 
Cakavian and Western Stokavian dialects, Stokavian serving as the axis with its basic 
grammatical structures (phonology, morphology, word-formation, syntax, lexicon, 
stylistics, semantics ..). Old Croatian written culture, apart from the one written in Latin, 
was mostly in the Church Slavonic, as well as in early variants of Cakavian and Stokavian 
dialects in the 13th and the 14th centuries; the texts were written in Glagolitic, Croatian 
or Bosnian Cyrillic and Roman scripts. 
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euliure on Croefian soil 
The first Slavic Croatian texts date back to the 10th and the 11th centuries, spanning 
from the Northwest Croatia around Island Krk and Istria to Bosnia and Dubrovnik in the 


South and East. They are typically a mixture of Church Slavonic and earlier variants of 
either Cakavian or Stokavian vernacular. 
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Later texts, from the 14th and 15th centuries show prevalence of the vernacular, mostly 
Cakavian and Stokavian, with sometimes stylistic remnants of Church Slavonic, mostly 
in grammar. 
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Glagolitic and Cyrillic Croatian texts are exquisitely presented on the Web pages 
dedicated to older Croatian literacy: Glagolitic - and Cyrillic. More information on 
Glagolitic you can find here and on Cyrillic script here. 
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\ Cyrillic 





Croatian n Glagolitic Script 


© ty Darko Zubrinic, Zagreb (1924) 
Tn the hastory of Croatian people three scripts were in use: 





1. Croatian Gago Script, http://www.croatianhistory.net 
Sims etf/et03.html 


Today the Croats are waing exclusively the Latin Script. 


The Arabica was also in use among the Muslims m Bosmia-Herzegovina. [t was in fact the Arabic script used for the Croatian 
language and it constitutes the so-called Adjami or Aljamiado literature, similarly as in Spam. Its first sources in Croatia go 
back to the 15th century. One of the oldest texts 15 a love song called Chirvat-tirlos (Croatian sone) from 1535, written by a 
certain Mehmed. This manuscript is kept in the National Library in Vienna. Except for literature Arabica was also used mn 
rélizious schools and admimistratiion. Of course, it was in much lesser use than other scnpts. The last book im Arabica was pnnted 
im 1941. 





Tt 1s emportant to emphasize that the earliest known texts of Croatian literature written m the Latin scrmpt (14th century) have traces 
of Church-slavonic mfluences. Hence, Croatian glagolitic, Cynilic and Laten traditeoms cannot be viewed as separated entities. We 
know that Middle Age Croatian scriptonums were polygraphic (for example in Zadar and Krk), see (Malic, ha izvorma_.. pp 35- 
+6). 


Jewels of the Croatian glagolitic culture: 


E 








Darko 2ubrimc, Zagreb (1 F=) 


The tradition of the Croatian Cyrillic Script goes back to the 12th century and lasted continuously wot] the 18th century, 
with sporadic uses even in the 20th century Ofcourse, there are incomparably more Croatian Giazolitic monument than 
Cyrillic, not to speak about tremendous Croghan Literatur be Latin Script since the 15th century. However, it is the fact 
(ists tha titan isn snitndndin a Ciecrialet Elta eesitaee This Script was in use among the Croats in Dalmatia 
(especially mm the Split and Makarska hinterland), in the Dubrowmik region and in Bosma-Herzegovina. It is interesting that 
some of the Croatian Catholics, who vistted the Vatican in the 17th and 18th century, left them signatures written in the 
Croatian Cyrillic, whch they call expressly the Croatian script. 








Thus, the Croatian Cyrillic includes the following three major regions: 

« Bosnia and Herzegovina, (especially widespread among Bosman Franciscans), 

e the Polwca Prncipality (near Split) and Makarska henterland, as well as isladnds of the middle Dalmatia (e.2. Brac), 

« the region of Dubrovnik meluding Ronavie. 
The name of “Bosantica’ (or “bosanica’) is of a relatively recent provenance - it has been created by a Croat Ciro Truohelka 
im 1889, at that time a very young, 24 years old scientist. Its rather musleading name suggests that rt has been related 
exclusively to the territory of Bosnia, which is not true, sance it was used m Herzegovina, Dalmatia and on some Croatian 
islands as well. It is mteresting that Croatian Cyrillic, 1. “Hosancica’, can be seen in Croatian texts written in Istria, see 
below. The name of ‘westem Cynillic’, which also appears im the literature, is even more mmprecise ( western’ with respect to 
what’). It seems to be appropriate to call this version of the Cyrillic script by the national name of those who used it most 
and who left the greatest number of wntten documents, a5 in the case of other national versions (Bulgarian Cynillic, 
Macedoman, Montenegrin, Serbian, Ukramian, Byelorussian, Russian). There are also important palaeographic reasons, see 
[Benedikta Zelic-Bucan]. Thus the notions of Croatian Cynilic and “Bosancica” are equivalent. 


The texts which appeared in the Croatian Renaissance literature in Dubrovnik in the 15th 
century (Si8ko Menéetié and other poets, authors of more than 800 poems represented 
in the Ranjina miscellany, 1507) were early examples of what was to become future 
Croatian standard language, but they were confined to just a regional idiom of the 
southeastern Croatian cultural-language space. 


enguage 
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Other centers of Croatian vernacular literacy, mostly in Cakavian, flourished in the 14th 
and the 15th centuries in Northwestern littoral Croatia, but fell into disuse after the 
Ottoman invasion in the 15th century, due to mass demographic changes, expulsions, 
war atrocities and cultural disaster that had befallen those areas. Cakavian-based 


secular literature later flourished again in the central and southern Dalmatia, during the 
golden age of the Croatian literature in the 16th century, where it formed a unity with 
mostly Stokavian based literature in Dubrovnik. 












Literature the 16th century 


Misal Po zakonu Marko Maruli¢€, Marin Drzié, Antun Vramec, 
rimskoga dvora Judita Dundo Maroje Kronika 
1483 1501 1551 1578 1/th century 














. fadal Soli Hwa Dubrovnik North West 
= Croatia 
a Cakavian Stokavian Kajkavian 


Croatian literature in the 16th century were written: © 


in Split, Hvar and Zadar, in Dubrovnik |, 
and in North West Croatia , 





The true Croatian standardization has begun in the first half of the 17th century, with 
Catholic Counter-Reformation in the cultural climate of Baroque Slavism. 





EI Literature from the 17th Beroque Savism 


Fran Krsto Katarina Zrinska Ivan Gundulic 
Frankopan (Macica) 


Petar Zrinski 
18th century 











literature of Zrinsko - Frankopanski | Suze sina razmetnoga 
cultural circle Dubravka 
Osman 
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The chief actor in this enterprise was a Jesuit priest Bartol Kasic, whose activity was 
centered in Dubrovnik, but he also traveled in various other South Slavic lands, mostly 
under Venetian and Ottoman rule. He wrote the first Croatian grammar in 1604 which 
was mixture of Stokavian and Cakavian; his complete translation of the Bible in the 
vernacular of Dubrovnik Stokavian variety was forbidden, because the Vatican had 
shifted its focus of possible Catholicization to the north, Ukraine and Russia; Kasic’s 
most influential work has remained The Roman Rite, 1640, a liturgical book in usage in 
most of Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina until 1929. Virtually all Croatian grammars 
until the mid 19th century had been modeled on Kasic's work. His chief supporter was 
Jakov Mikalja, a Croat from the Italian province of Molise, who compiled a dictionary 
with 25,000 Croatian entries in 1649. 
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ADOC 


Rukopis pryevoda Biblije 


Kasic: Rukopis prijevoda Biblije, 1622. — 1637. 


Pjesma treca: Zarucnicu dovode zarucniku B. 

Kasic, Pjesan od pjesni Salamunovijeh Prijepis: J. Derossi) Pjesma 4, 1-16 Zarucnik 
Koliko si lijepa, prijateljice moja, Koliko si lijepa! 
Oci tvoje od golubica bez onega Sto se unutarnje taji. 
Viasi tvoji Kakono stada od Koza, koje su uzisle 5 gore Galaade. /ubi tvoji 
kakono stada od ostrijezenijeh koje su uzisle iz okupala sve sa dvojemi :plodijemi; | 
neplodna nije meju njimi. 
Kakono tracac Gerljeni usne tvoje: | besjedenje tvoje slatko. 
Kakono razlomak od Sipka, tako lica tvoja, bez onega Sto se unutarnje taiji. 
Kakono turan Davidov vrat tvoj, Koji jé sazdan s branami: tisuce Stita vise $ njega, 
sve oruzje od jacijeh. 
Dvi dojke tvoje Kakono dva Steneta od koSute, blizanca koja se pasu u lijerijeh. 
Dokle svice dan i prignu se sjena, pojci Cu na goru od mire i na glavicu od tamijana. 
Sva si lijepa, prijateljice moja, | ockvamosti nije u tebi. 
Dodi s Libana, vjerenico moja, dodi s Libana, dodi: biti CeS moja okrunjena $s verha 
od Amana is verha od Sanira | Hermona, 5 lozista od lava, § gora od risova. 
Ranila si srce moje u jednomu od odiju tvojijeh | u jednoj kosi od vrata tvoga. 
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Until the 18th century, Croatian both sacred and secular literature was written in three 
scripts: Glagolitic, Croatian or Bosnian Cyrillic and Roman script in two main varieties (in 
the north and the south), the Roman script beginning to dominate in the 16th and the 
17th centuries; also, after texts composed in Croatian recension of Church Slavonic fell 
into disuse, in Croatian vernacular Cakavian, Stokavian and Kajkavian dialects (Kajkavian 
texts appeared the last, in the 16th and the 17th centuries), with Cakavian-Stokavian- 
Kajkavian interdialect in the 17th century, which was cut short with the execution of 
Croatian nobles Zrinski and Frankopan in 1671, and who supported a standardization on 
that interdialect. 








22 









Cakavian dialect | 





" Stokavian dialect 






_| Literature from the 17th centurv | Ayijestics 









. Gundulic 
(Macica) 


Fran Krsto Katarina Zrinska 


Petar Zrinski , 
Frankopan 


18th century 


literature of Zrinsko - Frankopanski . Suze sina r azmetnoga 
cultural circle Dubravka 
Osman 


Ivan Mazuranic has in the 19th 
Jcentury written missing chapters 


written inthel/th century ' 





23 


= = 286. PETRVS_ Ee 
Ee | = COMES =: 





In secular literature (lyric poetry, dramas, epic, novels, pastoral plays,..) from the 15th 
century on, the Roman script clearly prevailed and remained the only one in usage. The 
name for Croatian language was Croatian, Illyrian and Slovin, apart from regional names 
- Bosnian, Dalmatian, Slavonian, Ragusan.... 
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As Croatian linguist Brozovic, mapping the growth of Croatian standard language, said: 
"The Croatian language has evolved towards its goal throughout its history. Glagolitic 
and Cyrillic works were composed in the Latin script, but there are no reverse cases. 
Kajkavian and Cakavian writers wrote in Stokavian, but the reverse is unknown. The 
Stokavian who were not neo-Stokavian accepted the neo-Stokavian basis, but not the 
converse. The Ikavian wrote in ljekavian, but not the other way around. The natural result 
is Croatian standard language, based on neo-Stokavian Ijekavian dialect and written in 
the Latin script.’ 











Kefeavian end Caftavtan <> Stolen 


NOT nso-Steclemien => neo-Stokaviem 
Tevien => Teleavien 


The entire process of history of Croatian literary, and then standard language, as based 
on Croatian dialects, can be summarized thus. 
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Until migrations caused by the Ottoman invasion, Croatian and Serbian language spaces 
had been rather clearly divided, somewhere west of the Drina river, with Croats and old 
Bosnians speaking Western Stokavian — green (and Croats Kajakvian-yellow and 
Cakavian -blue, and Serbs Eastern Stokavian-red and proto-Torlak -brown, an idiom 
belonging to a Sprachbund with Bulgarian dialects. 
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HISTORY OF THE SERBIAN LANGUAGE UNTIL 
OTTOMAN INVASION 


Until the 17th to early 18th centuries, Serbian was mostly written in Serbian recension of 
Church Slavonic, Serbian vernacular appearing only in letters and in other forms of short, 
private communication. No book was printed in mostly Serbian vernacular. 


ORSERAIAN | 
OF SERBIAN 
|_ CULTURE 





The impressive corpus of Serbian medieval literature, as composed from the 12th to the 
17th centuries, was written in Church Slavonic with Stokavian dialect features, and it 
belongs to the Byzantine cultural tradition (hagiographies, chronologies, poems, 
Byzantine law documents and so on). 


Church Slavonic 


Serbian vemnaculer appcaring only 
faa end har farms ols 
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MIGRATION OF SERBS AND VLACHS AND 
CROATIAN-OTTOMAN WARS 


After migrations of Serbs, Serbianized and Croatianized Vlachs, Balkan pre-Slavic 
shepherding populations, Stokavian, both in Croatian and Serbian varieties, expanded in 
the 16th to the 18th centuries at the expense of Kajkavian and Cakavian, and further 
evolved and intermingled, with some parts remaining old Stokavian, and others 
neo-Stokavian, with any one of Stokavian sub-dialects showing its Eastern or Western 
origin. 
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Modern Stokavian dialects 
Old Stokavian: 
e Slavonian, mostly Ikavian (Croatian); 


e old Western Stokavian ljekavian (Bosniak and Croat); 
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e old Stokavian Ekavian (Serbian) 


e old Eastern Stokavian ljekavian (Montenegrin, Serb and Bosniak). 


Neo-Stokavian: 
e Stokavian Ikavian (Croat and Bosniak); 
e new Stokavian Ekavian (Serb); 
e new Stokavian ljekavian (Serb, Montenegrin, Croat and Bosniak). 
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SERBIAN LANGUAGE HISTORY AFTER 
MIGRATION 


At the end of the 17th and during the 18th centuries, many Serbs had migrated to the 
Habsburg lands to flee Ottoman oppression (before that, in the 16th century, they moved 
westward within Ottoman Bosnia and to the Croatian military border). There, as different 
from the Turkish case, they were pressured to convert to Catholicism from Eastern 
Orthodoxy. They resisted by succeeding to attain a form of school system autonomy 
(different from Catholics), and by importing Russian and Ukrainian books as teaching 
material from the Russian Empire of Peter and Catherine. Since Russian Slavonic was 
too distant from most forms of the Serbian vernacular and almost incomprehensible to 
the majority of educated Serbs, Slaveno-Serbian emerged in the last third of the 18th 
century as a Serbianized and vernacularized version of Russian Slavonic. 
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So, during the 18th century, there were basically four Serbian language types. 


e Old Serbian Slavonic, which had been vanishing from usage under pro-Russian 
pressure, and in which virtually all Serbian medieval literature had been written 
(DuSan’s code, Domentian, Stefan Lazarevic's writings, ...). 

e Serbian vernacular, essentially Eastern Stokavian, confined to private 
correspondence. 

e Russian-Slavonic, a heavily Russianized Serbian. Slavonic, still the liturgical 
language of the Serbian Orthodox Church and barely comprehensible (Josif Rajié, 
Zahatija Orfelin,..). 

e Slaveno-Serbian, a more Serbianized form of Russian Slavonic, mostly 
understandable to educated classes, a sort of via media between the vernacular 
and the Russified Church language (many works of Dositej Obradovicé, Aleksej 
Vezilié, Milovan Vidakovié, Lukijan MusSicki, ...). 
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Given enough time and more favorable cultural and political circumstances, Slaveno 
Serbian could have been codified as the “natural” Serbian national language, retaining 
many Church Slavonic and, especially, Ukrainian and Russian intellectual terminology 
adapted to the Serbian phonetic and morphological structure, and thus remaining 
instantly recognizable as a culturally Orthodox language. Of course, many Turkish 
loan-words would have been abandoned and replaced by Slavic ones. 

Just- history had it otherwise. 


Austrian pressure for cultural Catholicization, and that would mean Croatianization in 
this case, did not subside easily. 
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CROATIZATION OF SERBS IN THE 18TH AND 
IN THE 19TH CENTURY 


In 1792, a meeting was held with Serbian, Croatian and Austrian local authorities to 
impose in Serbian schools as the chief language source a dictionary written by 
Franciscan friar from Dubrovnik, Joakim Stulli. This dictionary, containing 80,000 
Croatian entries had been composed in Stokavian Ijekavian of Dubrovnik variety, but it 
also contained many words from Cakavian, Kajkavian and Stokavian Ikavian sources; 
also, marginally, some Serbian, and even Russian in the spirit of Slavic solidarity. It was 
written in Roman script, but the plans were made to translate it into Cyrillic. Serbian 


representatives refused it as the Croatian imposition of a foreign language, insisting that 


such a dictionary could be of use only for Croats and Dalmatians. 
Croatiization of Serbs in the 18th 
and in the 19th century 
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They were explicit about it, quotation, “Slaveno-Serbs cultivated their church language 
and it developed more and more with them, so now suddenly a much different Croatian 
language is imposed on them. Therefore, that dictionary would not be convenient for our 
people either, let alone for other Slavic dialects in our country. The Croatian dialect is in 
comparison to Slaaveno Serbian, such as Upper German compared to Swabian. .... If this 
work is to be printed at the expense of the state, then the clerk Petrovic must say ex officio 
that such a work is convenient only for Croats and Dalmatians, because it can only benefit 
them, and the Slavic people who know only Cyrillic must stay with a vocabulary as that has 
been so”, end of quotation. 


92, p46, mors sTpskelsk 





Austrian authorities abandoned that plan. 


Yet, Habsburg authorities hadn't given up. Since in the 1st half of the 19th century, Serbia 
had been, gradually, becoming an independent country, Austrian sphere of influence 
should, as Vienna court had planned, extend to that area, too (including Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in a ramshackle Ottoman Empire), especially geo-strategically important 
Morava-Vardar valley. That could be done through language, they thought, considering 
their plans for Catholicization failed. 


42 


vain 





So they, from the beginning of the 19th century, had been trying to annihilate Russian 
cultural influence on Serbs by promoting among them a language type already 400 years 
present in Croatian literature, both sacred and secular, and also prevalent among 
ordinary, illiterate Serbian ljekavian speakers, a form of neo-Stokavian. It meant a basic 
grammar and vocabulary, without historical-cultural layers exemplified in phraseology, 
higher syntax, intellectual or civilizational vocabulary and specifically Western or 
Croatian type of phonology and morphology. By destroying Russian and Church Slavonic 
grammatical and lexical traditions in literary Serbian, they hoped to fuse Serbs and 
Croats in one people, or at least to culturally unify them, as much as possible, into a 
pro-Austrian language-cultural entity. 
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Serbian authors (poets, prose writers, translators, journalists) at the end of the 18th and 
the beginning of the 19th century had tried to codify Serbian-Slavonic as lingua 
communis for all Serbs, but that endeavor failed due to numerous historical 
circumstances. Such a language type would have been somewhat understandable to 
most Croats, but because of its strong national-cultural individualization in vocabulary, 
morphology, stylistics and the whole cultural atmosphere — alien in most areas. From 
contemporary Serbian point of view, these currents are described in modern Serbian 


linguists texts. 
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The central figure in the endeavor of gradual Westernization and cultural de-Russification 
of Serbs was the influential Austrian censor for all Slavic books, Jernej Kopitar (himself a 
Slovene). He was formed in the nascent field of Slavic studies (Dobrovsky, Safarik, Kollar, 
..) and being a devout Catholic, he tried to re-shape languages of Serbs (successfully) 
and Ukrainians (unsuccessfully); also, and as an Austro- Slovene nationalist, to 
appropriate Croatian Kajkavian literature. 
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Thus, in the beginning of the 19th century, there were, basically, two vernacular literary 
Croatian languages: one prevalent in North-Western Croatia around Zagreb and 
Kajkavian-based and the other, Stokavian based, both in Ikavian and ljekavian forms 
being yat reflexes as seen in the screen: light could be written in Ekavian, Ikavian and 
ljekavian forms as follows: svetlost/svitlost/svjetlost) in all other parts of Croatia, 
Bosnia, parts of Montenegro and southern Hungary; there was one quasi-vernacular 
Serbian literary language, Slaveno-Serbian, Stokavian-based, Ekavian, but with a strong 
Church Slavonic and Russian features in grammar and lexicon. 
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Kopitar had found a refugee from Serbia, Vuk Karadzic and educated him on language 
matters, enticing him to write Serbian grammar, dictionary and to collect Serbian folk 
songs, folk tales, proverbs and so on. 
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Karadzic activity had two sources: 


first, as evidenced from Karadzic’s explicit statements, Croatian language 
heritage, (quotatio): 


“| have taken upon myself to make a dictionary which will answer all these 
needs...It will contain all the Serbian words which can be found in the 
dictionaries of Kurkbek (which is Serbian in name only), Dellabella, 
Belostenec, Jambresic, Stulli and Hajm. It will also contain a third of true 
Serbian words which are not found in any of these dictionaries....”, 


Vuk Karadzic, Collected Works, Belgrade 1966, “Announcement 
concerning the Serbian dictionary”, 1818; 


sera The poems were written down as | heard them from the mouths of 
Serbian men and women.... | hope | shall be forgiven for writing some of 
them in the dialect of Herzegovina and others in that of Srem. | did it for the 
following reason: if | had put them down in root orthography, which would 
have been the most correct for both sides everyone would have said that 
they were folk songs... If | had written everything in Herzegovinian, the 
people of Srem (especially townspeople) would have objected that | wanted 
to impose the Croatian language’, end of quotation, and, 


second, folk idiom of mostly Serbian Orthodox peasants living in Stokavian 
ljekavian areas. 


Karadzié had begun writing in the Stokavian Ijekavian, until then completely outside of 
Serbian literary culture (even Serbs who were indigenous ljekavian speakers wrote in 
Ekavian as the literary language) which was seen by the dominant Serbian intelligentsia 
as a Croatian or Catholic imposition; Karadzic followed, in his scriptory reform, Serbian 
monk Mrkalj's ideas regarding simplification of Serbian spelling; he purged his language 
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type of vast amounts of Russian, or even Serbian intellectual neologisms present in 
earlier centuries. This all was undertaken in the climate of Romantic nationalism which 
extolled illiterate people as the true fountainhead of national “spirit” and devalued 
educated classes. 
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His chief work, after Serbian grammar, was his Serbian dictionary from 1818 (with 
26,270 words), followed by numerous collections of folk poetry, tales and proverbs, a 
part of which- some poems and especially proverbs- were actually of Croatian origin, 
written down by Jesuit Dubrovnik lexicographer Della Bella in 1728, something which a 
Croatian Jesuit philologist Franjo Galinec has shown in his 1944. 
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Here, one should address a sensitive issue, that of Croatian influence on Karadzic’s 
work. Apart from his early explicit statements, Karadzic was mostly silent about the 
topic, and his followers among Serbian philologists even more. According to them, 
Karadzic’s work was basically that of an autodidact who learned the essentials of 
contemporary philology from Kopitar and in the next few decades had been wandering 
among Stokavian Orthodox peasants, mostly ljekavian, writing down their poems, 
proverbs and folk tales. This story is a myth. 
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Karadzi¢’s activity as a language reformer lasted half a century, from 1814 (when he 
wrote the first Serbian grammar) until 1864, his death. The crucial work is his “Serbian 
Dictionary’, 1818, followed by numerous collections of poems and proverbs; the mature 
form of that language type can be seen in his translation of New Testament in 1847. His 
principal work, the 1818 Dictionary, was a joint enterprise with Kopitar. 
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They devised a functional and simple new Serbian script, following the work of the monk 
Mrkalj; also, they introduced into Serbian a mostly phonemic orthography- until then, 
virtually absent in Serbian literature and dominant in Croatian literary heritage until the 
19th century. 
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Also, they introduced not few words from earlier Croatian dictionaries, from Vrancic's in 
1595 to Stulli’s, published from 1801 to 1810, but conceptually defined and written 
decades earlier. Those who advance the thesis that Karadzic had simply transcribed 
older Croatian dictionaries point out that many Serbian words one can found in his 
dictionary are not to be found in other Serbian sources, including Slaveno-Serbian 
literature and journals; also, that virtually all his orthographic principles are present only 
in Croatian Cakavian and Stokavian literary sources he had access to via Kopitar; his 
sentences’ rhythm or syntax are also to be found in Croatian sources. 
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Karadzic himself did not hide this, quotation, “Serbs with writing in the vernacular “had 
not started before the second half of the eighteenth century while the brothers of the 
Roman Rite, especially the people of Dubrovnik and Dalmatia, had been writing in the 
sixteenth century intensely in the extreme!!” and that “it is difficult to find among other 
Slavic peoples a writer who could compare with them", end of quotation. 
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On the other hand, he had not used, in his first dictionary, ordinary phonemes like h and f, 
present in all Croatian dictionaries (thus, he couldn't write such ordinary words which are 
in English “to will’, “courageous” or “fine”); also, he overburdened his dictionary with 
numerous Turkish or Oriental-lslamic loan-words, which constitute perhaps 10% of all 
words- another feature absent in Croatian writing and lexicography; and, most 
importantly, he prescribed a very significant grammatical feature, so called secondary 
palatalization before short reflexes of yat and which is characteristic of Serbian and 
Montenegrin rural speeches, but is absent from Croatian ljekavian speeches and 
literature in particular. 
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So, although he did use some words from Croatian sources, especially dictionaries, his 
language type until the early 1840s remained modeled on mostly rural eastern Serbian 
and Montenegrin speech. Later, he modified his model by introducing h and by 
abandoning secondary palatalization, under the influence of Dubrovnik speech and other 
Croatian literary sources, thus making his language type acceptable for Croats, too, 
because they had been using such a language type for centuries, although in a richer and 
more nuanced forms, from phraseology to syntax and stylistics. 
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Karadzic’s strong reliance on Croatian heritage can be seen even more in other fields: as 
pointed out earlier, he issued Croatian proverbs, which Jesuit Della Bella had recorded in 
his 1728 dictionary, just under Serbian name only; the ballad "Hasanaginica’, situated 
within Islamic cultural milieu, but composed in Croatian Catholic Dalmatian area and 
absent from Serbian sources, has been popularized especially by German philological 
and literary circles, including Goethe, under Serbian name- although it has nothing to do 
with Serbian, and, ironically, not even Slavic Muslim heritage. German Slavicist Volker 
Bockholt and Croatian linguist Mario Grcevic have shown that Karadzic’s claim that he 
himself had coined 181 neologisms for his translation of New Testament in 1847 is 
easily refutable- over 90% of these supposedly Karadzic’s neologisms can be found in 
Ragusan Stulli’s Dictionary (named Word Formation) and published from 1801 to 1810. 
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Also, following confusions and schemes of early Slavic studies, from Dobrovsky to 
Safarik, Karadzié was a proponent of linguistic pan-Serbianism, claiming that all literary 
heritage written in some form of Stokavian dialect, and belonging to any 
religious-civilizational circle (Catholic or Muslim) was “actually” Serbian, although those 
authors who had mentioned their South Slavic language had never called it Serbian, and 
most of them used the name Croatian (besides Illyrian and Slovin), the terms Croats 
used interchangeably, as shown by numerous Slavic languages historians, among them 
Croatian philologist and historian Radoslav Katicic, especially in his work “Slovin and 
Croatian as Interchangeable Terms for the Language of Croatian Literature’. 
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Serbian elites, both clerical and bourgeois, strongly opposed Karadzic’s reforms because 
they saw in it a continuation of Catholic Croatian traditions, and hence a Trojan horse of 
dreaded Catholicization. Then, Karadzi¢’s writing in Stokavian ljekavian had no precedent 
in Serbian literary tradition, only in Croatian; and even more, stripped of intellectual 
vocabulary and grammatical features of Church Slavonic and Russian, Karadzic’s form of 
Serbian would lose much of its cultural historicity and Orthodox heritage. So, the 
struggle between Kopitar-Karadzic’s model of Serbian and proponents of 
Slaveno-Serbian lasted from 1814 to 1868, the year of 1847 being, perhaps, the crucial 

as the year portending the future Karadzic's victory in Serbia and among Serbs in 

Austria. 
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communication 
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CROATIAN ILLYRIAN MOVEMENT 


Among Croats, the most significant movement in language- national unification was the 
Illyrian Movement or Croatian National Revival, from the 1830 until 1843; also, continuing 
during the decades to follow after the official prohibition of the Illyrian name. 
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The leaders were young men, mostly from the Zagreb area, whose mother tongues were 


Croatian Kajkavian, Cakavian, Slovak, Stokavian, or in the case of their leader Ljudevit 
Gaj, German and Kajkavian. 
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The paradox that Croatian national integrative movement had been conducted under 
almost mythological Illyrian name can be explained by two factors; first, Illyrian “nation” 
has been long since, and officially in the Vatican decree from 1656, identified with 
modern Croatian people, referring to Catholics who dwell in historical lands of (Northern) 


Croatia, Dalmatia, Slavonia and Bosnia. 
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SDALMATIAS 





Also, Croatian name, in a modified form, had been in the beginning of the 19th century 
frequently used to design only part of Northern Croatia around Zagreb, so Illyrian 
ideologues, struggling to integrate Croats in a modern nation, and having in mind 
neighboring Slovenes, as well as Orthodox Slavic population in Croatia which had been 
vacillating between Croatian and Serbian identities, had been using, in the beginning, 
historical Illyrian name. They dismissed Croatian Kajkavian as being a too narrow in its 
speakers’ basis and adopted a sort of enriched Dubrovnik Stokavian ljekavian as the 
weapon in the struggle against Hungarization and Germanization of Croatia, trying to 
show that Croats had possessed a rich literature centuries before Hungarian, and in 
some cases, even German. Chief protagonists were Gaj, brothers Mazuranic, Slovak 
immigrant Bogoslav Sulek and grammarian Vjekoslav Babukic. 
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GRAMATICKO NAZIVLJE U HR\ 
KAJTKAVSKOME KNJIZEVNOM 





LU radu se razmatra gramaticko nazivije wu hrvatskome kajkayv- 
shom knjiaevnom jeziku. Analizom su obuhvacen kajkayveki ret- 
mci, gramatike i Prevent. Rom parah yam analizom kajkavsko 
a gramativke nazivle smpesta u Siri konbekst hrvatskoga grama- 
tickoga nazivija. 
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of Kerlovel (1690-1220) 





Ljudewit Gel Viekoslev Bebulig Bogeslav Sullek 


(1812-1876) (I816- 1898) 


Z. Korpus 


Analizom su obuhvaceni Belostenéey Gazapiryiactum i Jambresicey Lr 
tice te seclam gramatika nastalih w rasdoblju od 1772. do 1837. godine 
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lehre (1795.) Franza Korniga, Kroatisch-slawische Sprachlehre (1826.) Josipa 
Burkoveckog te Grasmtmafik der kroatiscnen Mundart (1837.) lenaca Kristi- 

PE es: 
janovica. Prema jeziku kojim su pisane, gramatike se mogu podijeliti na 
gramatike hrvatskoga kajkavskoga knjitevnog jevika na njpemackome i 
gramatike nematkoga jezika na hrvatskome kajkavskome knjizevnom 
jeviku. Valja naglasiti da su upravo gramatike njematkoga jerika bile za 










nemarivane, ako su pisane hrvatskim kajkavskirn knjtewnimn pezikewmn*. 
Stoga obje spomenute skupine gramatika u daljnjem tekst nazivamo 
kajkavekirn gramatikama. U preglhed gramatickih naziva uvrstene su deti- 
riod sedam konzultiranih gramatika’. 

Osim toga, zastuplena su i tri pravopisma prirucnika: Arathi mavwk 2a 
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prsenja Ljudevita Gaja (1830.) 
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So, unlike Serbian Karadzic’s reform, Croatian revival meant. Continuation of Croatian 
literary heritage, and not a radical discontinuity. 





) Iivaten 


lvan 
Mazuranic¢ 





Andrija 
Katic 
Miogié 


Bartol 
Kasic 


Marko 
Marulic 





CROATIAN 


1501 


Croatian 





Prayer 
t Book 
1380 - 1400 




















Literature from the 17th century 
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Croatian literature in the 16th century were written: 


avian in Split, Hvar and Zadar, 5 iin Dubrovnik 
and Kajkavian in North West Croatia 





e Morphemic orthography based on Czech model (¢,S,..) along with old Croatian 
graphemes (lj, nj), all in the cultural atmosphere of pan-Slavism vs. mostly 


phonemic Karadzic’'s orthography. 


e Reprinting of old Croatian books from the 1500s on, using the new spelling 
system and thus affirming the historicity of their language type. 





73 


e Vast expansion of Croatian thesaurus by coining many new neologisms (Sulek’s 
dictionaries contain more than 200,000 words; also, they coined new words for 
toothache, budget, ice-cream, concept, suicide, umbrella, sculpture, oxygen, 
impulse, pavement, literature ..), thus exhibiting a characteristic trait of literary 
Croatian, linguistic purism which went against absorption of unnecessary 
German, Italian, Russian, Hungarian, Turkish ... loan-words and grammatical 
features. 

e Absorption of Kajkavian and Cakavian words into mostly Stokavian grammatical 
and lexical basis. 
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ILLYRIANS AND SERBIANS 


Serbian cultural circles were suspicious and inimical towards Illyrians, while Karadzic 
was hesitatingly friendly; Illyrians were, on the other hand, friendly towards Karadzic as a 
language reformer, seeing in his works a continuation and popularization of their old 
literary traditions. With him, Serbian literature has finally become fully “Illyrian”. On the 
other hand, they completely dismissed his pan-Serbian ideology. 
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Much discussed so-called Vienna agreement from 1850 was a document arranged by 
Vienna court-police authorities to somehow unify Croatian and Serbian languages into 
one language, as the dictionaries for Slavic legal terminology had been prepared. One 
Slovene, two Serbs and 5 Croats signed that agreement (Gaj was not among them), 
emphasizing that “one people has to have one literature’- without naming either people, 
language or literature. This paper, celebrated ca. 70 to 100 years after its appearance, 
has not influenced any language. Three years after that, in 1853, a trilingual 
terminological legal dictionary had appeared, separately for Slovene, Croatian and 
Serbian. 
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ladifden Sprache aber micst ber Renntaif ibrer Alieren in Dibeliberjepung, 
ort ee aot Urfantens | egien Sptade. 
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sanben ivanforndt mirh, beredbligt ibn pugleig gam Unterricfte in berfelben fir 
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1849. godine objavijena je i odredba betkoga Ministarstva kulture i 
skolstva s privremenim zakonom o ispitu pristupnika za radno miesto 
gimnazijskoga profesora. U tom se zakonu odreduje da profesori »Zivih je- 
zika« moraju raspolagati utemeljenim znanjem 0 pojedinim jezicima i nji- 
hovim najvaznijim knjizevnim pojavama (Allgemeines...:688— 689). Jedan 
od »Zivih jezika« zove se »ilirski i hrvatski« i za nj je potrebno »poznava- 
ti izvrsne dubrovacko-dalmatinske knjizevnike 16, i 17. stoljeca, npr. Gup- 
dulica, Palmotica, Zlatarica, Dord ica «. Za jezik koji se zove psrpskis, trazi 
se pak »poznavanje razii izmedu teme Uno: i jevika renoslavensko- 

: jecj | alje ——- nyegovih najsta- 
relja tiskanih u Beogradu i zakoni- 














Na str. 173., pod rednim brojem 153. pise: =kaiserliches Patent vom 4. Marz 1849, 
wodurch dic Einfahrung cines allgemeinen Reichs-Gesetz- und Regierungsblattes, 
sowie der Landes-Gesetz- und Regierungsblatter angeordnet wird *).<. Tekst te car- 
ske naredbe tu se ne donosi, vet se u biljedcd upucuje da je isti vec tiskan u uvodu na 
str. 2—4 (misli se na str. [1]—I'V), gdje je tiskana carska naredba, iza koje na str. V— VII 
slijedi dopuna Ministarstva unutarnmih poslova i Ministarstva pravosuda od 2. travnja 
1549. s popisom popedinih jezika. 


|...) «die Candidaten fir die illirische und croatische S 
nntnib der iar eager ragusirits T : 
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Two literature, Croatian and Serbian, have been developing after the 1840s with their 
own characteristics in imaginative literature, sciences, journalism, parliamentary 
proceedings, historiography, literary criticism, philology, cultural and scientific 
terminology, collections of folk literature, ethnographic works, political polemics, military 
and legal terminology, translation of the classics. 
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An interesting phenomenon should be mentioned, Serbian translation of Croatian books 
into Serbian, even after Karadzic’s reform. 





Thus, Serbian author Jovan Rajic had in 1793 translated Croatian writer's Relkovic’s epic 
“Satir” into “simple Serbian”. Rajic had translated this work by importing numerous 
Church Slavic words, using Ekavian jat reflex and changing numerous lexical and 
syntactical features. 
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Gavrilo Kovacevic had in 1818 translated a shortened version of Kacic Miosic's “A 
Pleasant Discourse of the Slovin People” into a book described as “being modified 
according to Serbian language custom and form”. 


Serbian ) 








(1704 = 1760) (i786 - 4682) 


Even after Karadzic's official victory, Croatian vernacular works were being translated 
into Serbian. In 1892, the Serbian translator Mita Doric published a translation of 
Croatian author August Senoa’s novel “Goldsmith’s Gold”, in Croatian language, into 
Serbian Ekavian, in Cyrillic, virtually mutilating the original text by changing names and 
places, plus introducing Orthodox terminology and Turkish loan-words which had 
become an ordinary words of modern Serbian. He also forged the alleged Senoa’s 
signature in Serbian Cyrillic; Dorié himself had written the alleged Senoa’s preface to the 
novel, “claiming” that Croats were in fact Serbs of Roman Church who had become 
Croatianized and poisoned by the Catholic Church. 
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From the 1860s until the creation of the new South Slavic state in 1918, first Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, then Yugoslavia, the situation had been as follows: 
Karadzic’s reformed Serbian was accepted as the official Serbian language in Serbian 
duchy, then kingdom, with Ekavian jat reflex, dominant among Serbs in Serbia and 
Austrian province of Vojvodina replacing his |ljekavian stylization; his scriptory and 
orthographic reforms of the Serbian Cyrillic had been completely adopted, with minor 
alterations, and the prevalent language profile was in many ways, primarily 
grammatically, lexically and syntactically simplified to accommodate Eastern Serbian 
speakers. Karadzic’s Stokavian ljekavian, Eastern physiognomy, was accepted in 
Montenegro and among Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and to some degree in 
Croatia, where its dissemination depended on school system and the level of literacy. 
Further development of Serbian language until World War 1 entailed modernization and 
urbanization of lexicon and syntax, following French, German and Russian cultural 
influences. 
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Among Croats, first Illyrian, and then its successor, Zagreb philological school 
dominated, that is Western Stokavian ljekavian with characteristic Croatian cultural and 
historical features at all language levels, as described above. 
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VUKOVIANS AND YUGOSLAVISM 


Yet, with the growth of Yugoslav ideology among Croats, (and to an extent among Serbs 
in Croatia, as well as among Bosnian Muslims, later Bosniaks), there had appeared 
tendencies among pro-Yugoslav Croatian intellectuals and philologists, especially those 
dominant in the Croatian Academy - significantly called Yugoslav Academy - to reshape 
the already elastically stable Croatian language at any level possible as to bring it closer 
to the mature Karadzic’s type of language, hoping in vain that most Serbs would 
abandon their Ekavian-based language and to achieve, in their opinion, a truly unified 
language (albeit with two scripts). 


Vukovians and Yugosiavisnn 
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Looking from a distance, their endeavor seems hopelessly delusional: Serbs had firmly 
established their national language based on Eastern Stokavian Ekavian, with only a 
minority of Serbs writing in Ijekavian, which was in many features distinct from the 
Croatian literary language, because literary Serbian in all its varieties does not possess 
typically Croatian triple defining characteristics: first -interweaving of Stokavian with 
Cakavian and Kajakavian; second — continuity with and replenishment from 
multicentennial literary heritage; third — linguistic purism that prefers Croatian Slavic 
neologisms over imported loan-words. 
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Also, pro-Yugoslav philologists, so- called neo-grammarians or Croatian Vukovians, who 
tended to dominate Croatian philology from the 1880s to the World War 1, concentrated 
mostly on orthography and changing three cases in the plural nouns- which is a feature 
of neo-Stokavian, present in Croatian literary culture from the 17th century, but 
marginalized by major Illyrian authors who preferred old Stokavian plural forms because 
of similarities with Cakavian and Kajkavian, as well as because they considered them to 
be grammatically more refined; and, most significantly, in decades to follow, Croatian 
neo-grammarians had been trying to suppress Cakavian and Kajkavian elements in 
Croatian public, standard language, relegating them to specialized editions - all in the 
name of language unity with the Serbs, who do not speak or write in these two dialects 
(although they had adopted, mostly unconsciously, many words from them). 


A truly bizarre idea of Croatian Vukovians or neo-grammarians was that the change of 
Orthography is of such a monumental importance, while modern vocabulary, 
phraseology, civilizational, scientific and cultural terminology, syntax and stylistics are of 
secondary importance. 
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One of the crucial points in that development was the arrival in Zagreb of Karadzic’s 
ablest and best educated collaborator Duro Danicic, who outright dismissed pan-Serbian 
ideology and tried, this time based on fusion of the mature Karadzic’s orthography and 
accentuation combined with Croatian lexical, grammatical and literary corpus to form a 
unified language which would be called “Croatian or Serbian”, and while he resided in 
Belgrade, “Serbian or Croatian” (Danicié used most older Croatian Stokavian and 
Cakavian sources, as well Kajkavian ones to the extent he knew them, but he dismissed 
most 19th century Croatian authors, and to some degree even Serbian). He did this with 
collaboration and guidance of the most prominent Croatian philologist, erudite Vatroslav 
Jagic, who soon obtained more lucrative positions in Odessa, Saint Petersburg, Vienna 
and Berlin, thus becoming the patriarch of the late 19th century European Slavic studies. 
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(1825 = 1682) 


Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts had, from the 1870s on, issued critical editions 
of virtually all pre-19th century Croatian authors and texts, in edition “Old Croatian 
Authors’, conceived by Jagic and Danicic. 
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The greatest and most voluminous language work — as different from legal, historical, 
juridical and diplomatic material- issued by Yugoslav, later Croatian Academy, is their 
“Dictionary of the Croatian or Serbian language’, which had been issued for almost 100 
years and which contains more than 400,000 Croatian entries, along with marginal 
Serbian and Church Slavonic material- the biggest Slavic language dictionary. Although 
still valuable as the language source, this dictionary is now considered to be of 
predominantly historical importance, not denying its influence on the modern Croatian. 
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‘Dictionary of Groeilien or Serbian Language’ 


The last successful attempt in creation of a more unified language(s) was the work of 
Croatian neo-grammarians or Croatian Vukovians, associated with the Yugoslav 
Academy, in the last two decades of the 19th century (Budmani, Broz, Maretié, Pavic, 
lvekovic..) who only permanently changed Croatian orthography from mostly morphemic 
to mostly phonemic- and that was in accordance with mostly phonemic Croatian writing 
in pre-Gaj centuries long periods, which Maretic has shown in his study of Croatian 
writing in Latin script from 1495 to 1835, covering all three Croatian dialects and 95 
authors, from Zagreb to Bosnia and the Bay of Kotor in Montenegro and from Istria to 
Slavonia and Backa in Vojvodina/southern Hungary. 
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The most influential manual was Ivan Broz’s “Croatian Orthography”, 1892, which was the 
template for all further Croatian orthographic works. 


Monumental grammar of Tomislav Maretic, named “Grammar and Stylistics of Croatian 
or Serbian Language’, 1899, founded on the then dominant neo-grammarian principles, 
fixed most of the modern Croatian grammatical norm. Just, the fact that is was, in the 
first edition, based exclusively on Karadzic’s and Danicic’s works, it created a false 
impression that it was somehow a grammar of Karadzic’s Serbian, while in reality it 
described, systematically, only the common grammatical features of the neo-Stokavian. 
ljekavian dialect. All Maretic’s prescriptions that intended to modify Croatian 
grammatical norm so as to bring it closer to Karadzic-Danicic's model, for instance in 
accentuation, morphology and syntax, were either outright dismissed or simply glossed 
over. 
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The last work of the latest stage of Croatian neo-grammarian codification was Broz 


Le | a“ 


lvekovic's “Croatian Dictionary’, 1901, based on Karadzic’s and Danicic’s translations and 
collections, some parts of Stulli’s “Word Formation” and Yugoslav Academy's dictionary. 
This work was heavily criticized, especially by Vatroslav Jagi¢ because of lexical 
impoverishment and one-dimensional approach for not having incorporated most of 
Croatian writing, particularly in the 19th century and thus being something of a 


lexicographer’s failure. 
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“Croatian Dictionary”, 1901 
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Having succeeded only in the change of orthography, Croatian neo-grammarians failed 
in all other areas: they didn't succeed in changing Croatian accentuation, morphology, 
syntax, stylistics, phraseology, vocabulary. 
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More importantly, they couldn't alter the already developed urban idiom, with roots in the 
then 400 years of secular literature and infused with characteristically Croatian interplay 
of Kajkavian and Cakavian features around the Western Stokavian highly stylized and 
developed language idiom which had grown in the milieu of Central European and 
Mediterranean cultures. 


Why they had thought they could have pushed it in a jacket of rustic Karadzic’s Eastern 
neo-Stokavian ljekavian folk idiom which had developed in a completely different social 
and cultural matrix of a newly liberated culture from the Ottoman occupation, and 
following the patterns of a fusion of elements of an old Serbian Byzantine literacy 
combined with strongly Turkified vocabulary at all levels, from morphological to lexical- 
remains a mystery. 
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Adding that Serbian language, contemporary to Croatian Vukovians, had already drifted 
away with urbanization and absorption of French and Russian stylistic features, as well 
as mostly abandoning Karadzic's ljekavian model and accepting mostly Eastern and 
Southern Serbian grammatical and lexical features, alien even to Karadzic — Croatian 


neo-grammarian delusion seems to be even more hard to explain. 
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A significant, but useless enterprise was so called “Skerli¢ questionnaire” from 1914, 
where Jovan Skerlic, eminent Serbian literary critic and historian, published, through 
various publications in Serbia, Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, the proposal for 
final, as he deemed it, language unity between Serbs and Croats. He suggested that 
Croats should abandon the ljekavian jat reflex in their language, while Serbs should 
abandon their Cyrillic script- all in order to achieve a unified language. Various men of 
letters, philologists, authors, journalists, publicists and others gave different answers, 
not achieving any kind of agreement. Considering that language is more than script and 
a single grammatical feature, this questionnaire remains a testament to immaturity of 
both Croatian and Serbian literary intellectuals. 





Sarr 1008 


96 


ABCCCD 
DZDEFGH 
| JKLLM 
NNjJOPRS 
STUVZZ 
Aa 66 Be Ir On 






‘bh 33 
Un Ib 
Oo I W& ‘Tr 

Ah Yy Da Xx 

Llu Yu Wy Wy 





Croatian 
‘or Bosnian 
Cyrillic 





The names of the languages. 


The situation in the last quarter of the 19th century crystallized the situation of this 
supposedly one language, which was called mostly Serbo-Croatian by German philology, 
a name most European philology schools had accepted. 


The official name for the language was Serbian in Serbia and in Montenegro; in Croatia, it 
was Croatian after 1868, and in Bosnia and Herzegovina it changed its name from 
Croatian, then Bosnian, while finally settling for Serbo-Croatian and, less frequently, 
Croatian or Serbian. The situation was stable until the creation of a new country in 1918. 
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The new situation emerged in the period from 1918 to 1991, with the interlude during 
World War 2, from the 1941 to 1945. 
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The first, royalist Yugoslavia (until 1929, Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) lasted 
from 1918 to 1941. During that period, after initial enthusiasm among most of its 
peoples, confrontation among peoples and classes in that country mounted and it lasted 
until its collapse in 1941, when it was overrun by the Axis forces, which then redraw the 
boundaries. This situation lasted until 1945, when Communists had triumphed and 
created a new, Socialist country, which lasted less than five decades and then finally 
collapsed in 1991. Anyone interested in history can consult numerous works on these 
two Yugoslav states. 
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1918 - 1944 


With regard to language policy, royalist Yugoslavia, while mostly, with some exceptions, 
respecting Slovene language, tried to fuse Croatian and Serbian languages into one, 
Serbo- Croatian, where Serbian characteristics, from Ekavian jat to syntax and 
vocabulary, would clearly dominate. Even Slovenian was supposed to vanish as a 
separate language, so in some censuses the official language was named 
“Serbo-Croato-Slovene’. The individuality of Macedonian language was not recognized, 
although Croatian linguist lvsic openly declared that this was a separate language and 
not some Serbian dialect. 
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1918 - 1944 





After initial confusion which lasted for one to two decades, Croats had become fed up 
with Serbian and Yugoslav — essentially diluted Serbian- impositions and clearly 
formulated their position on language issues, especially in a book authored by two 
Croatian linguists, aptly named: “The Differences between the Croatian and the Serbian 
Literary Languages’, literary standing for now prevalent term standard. 
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Essentially, by the 1920s, Croatian and Serbian standard languages have become so 
structurally stable that even small outside interventions, still possible in the late 1800s, 
at least on the superficial levels, were not realistic any more. 





During the 1941 to 1945 period, authorities of the Axis-dependent Independent State of 
Croatia, essentially containing Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, tried to, against the 
will of most Croatian people and literary community, re-impose older Croatian 
orthography from the 1870s and to expand the area of neologisms. Although official 
from 1943 to 1945, older, so called “root orthography” did not succeed in fully replacing 
the Broz orthographic manual from 1892, so a few valuable works in literature, history, 
philology, political literature, cultural history ... were published in either phonemic or 
morphemic, “root” orthography. Other than that, no further language developments had 
occurred, except revitalization of Croatian legal and military terminology. 
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In Serbia, there was an effort to go back to pre-World War 1 orthography and to 
accentuate traditional Serbian language features, especially in vocabulary. 


Montenegro did not have any cultural activity worth mentioning, while Macedonia and 
Slovenia were completely occupied and culturally non-existent. 


In new, Communist dominated Yugoslavia, four South Slavic languages were initially 
recognized: Slovene, Croatian, Serbian and Macedonian. But, this state did not last long: 
in 1954 was, after a superficial discussion, imposed the so-called the Novi Sad 
Agreement, which stated that Croatian and Serbian are one language which should be 
named Serbo- Croatian and, as a formal concession to Croats, Croato-Serbian. This 
“agreement” was signed by many Serbian, Bosnian Muslim, Croatian and Montenegrin 
intellectuals and writers. Although, technically, the initiative for this political and cultural 
upheaval came from Serbian institutions, it is evident that the source was the highest 
Yugoslav political leadership, which tried to create some kind of official language for the 
entire country, at least in many areas, spanning from administration to the military. The 
atmosphere among Croats had been that of defeat and animosity, with very few 
exceptions; Serbs were satisfied, while Muslims and Montenegrins had not possessed a 
crystallized opinion on the issue. In practice, this “agreement” resulted in expansion of 
Serbian lexical, orthographic and grammatical features at the expense of the Croatian, 
while simultaneously Croatian Latin script had been gaining ground in Serbia, due to 
Yugoslav cultural orientation to the West. 
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Croatian dissatisfaction culminated in 1967, with the Declaration on the Name and 


Status of the Croatian Literary Language, which stated that Croatian and Serbian are two 


different literary or standard languages, and not variants of one language. The 


Declaration was signed by virtually all Croatian cultural institutions and intellectuals. It 
was widely condemned by Yugoslav authorities, but it essentially rang the death knell to 


the Serbo-Croatian language ideology and its theses were implemented in the 1974 


constitution of Socialist Republic of Croatia. 
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MODERN TIMES 


With the disintegration and collapse of Yugoslavia in 1990 to 1991, Croats had finally 
gotten rid of Serbo-Croatism as an ideology and continued to cultivate their own 
language traditions. 





1900 - 1991 


One sign is the reprint of older Croatian dictionaries and grammars: from 1945 to 1990, 
less than 10 of them had been reprinted, a half of them authored by Vukovians like 
Tomislav Maretic; on the other hand, in next three decades, the number of published 
reprints of Croatian dictionaries and grammars, beginning in the 16th century, grew to 
over 40. 
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The Serbian language community also got rid of the Serbo-Croatian name and went back 
to Serbian, but with incessant efforts to culturally appropriate parts of Croatian language 
heritage, especially in imaginative literature, while mostly ignoring their older language 
corpus before the 18th to 19th centuries. Thus, regional Croatian literature from 
Dalmatia, Dubrovnik and Slavonia, from the 1500s to the early 1800s is taught at Serbian 
high schools and universities either as Serbian literature, or as some unspecified 
Renaissance, Baroque and Classicist literature. Although Cyrillic is the official script in 
Serbia, Croatian Gaj alphabet is prevalent in everyday usage. 
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Bosnian Muslims or Bosniaks have, from the 1990s, proclaimed that their national 
language is Bosnian and have been trying to shape it as a language based on 


neo-Stokavian Ijekavian, written in the Latin Gaj script, but in vocabulary and orthography 


somewhere between Croatian and Serbian. 


For Croats and Serbs, a more appropriate name of Bosniaks’ language would be Bosniak, 


and not Bosnian, because this name creates a confusion, implying that a language of 
one of the three nations in Bosnia and Herzegovina is essentially a state language of 


that country. Also, there is a tendency to re- introduce a few Oriental Islamic loan-words, 
mostly forgotten after the 19th century. In contemporary Bosnia and Herzegovina, which 


is an international protectorate, three official languages are recognized: Bosnian, 
Croatian and Serbian. Croatian is the most fully different in all areas, from grammar to 


vocabulary, while Serbian, in its ljekavian variant is distinguishable by the predominantly 


Cyrillic Serbian script. 
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Montenegrin language was introduced in the beginning of the 21st century with addition 
of two new graphemes and a few characteristically Montenegrin language grammatical 


features. The language situation in Montenegro is still unstable. 


Croatian, Serbian and Bosnian are officially recognized as different languages by various 


international institutions. On the other hand, in practice, only Croatian and Serbian 


function fully as standard languages, while Bosnian, and Montenegrin even more, are still 


in the initial phases of full language standardization. 
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At the end, we could again address the question: why are Croatian and Serbian so 


similar? 
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The answer is already given in the preceding parts, but can be summarized thusly: 


Both standard languages are based on neo-Stokavian dialect. 


e Serbian language has, with Vuk Karadzic, generally abandoned its historical and 


cultural physiognomy and has become, in some aspects, Croatianized, following 
in a few areas by then 300 years old Croatian vernacular literacy. But it didn't 
become just a variety of Croatian simply due to its reliance on specifically Serbian 
vernacular basis, as well as in efforts in archaization of higher language forms 
and openness to Russian and Turkish language influences, combined with typical 
Balkan grammatical forms it shares with Greek and Bulgarian- for instance, 
marginalization of the infinitive. 

Croatian language has retained its continuity and individuality as the Western 
Stokavian based language constantly interweaving with its Cakavian and 
Kajkavian dialects, which had been, during Croatian history, fully fledged literary 
languages that gave precedence to Stokavian as the national standard language, 
but never ceased to enrich and modify it. This process has its roots in the 16th 
century, but began in earnest at the beginning of the 17th century, during the 
period of Baroque Slavism. Other neo-Stokavian based languages also do not 
possess centuries old written culture in the vernacular which could serve as the 
source of further enrichment and stylistic individualization, nor do they share a 
typical Croatian trait- which is, by the way, even more pronounced in Slovene, 
Hungarian and Czech - linguistic purism expressed in the word-coinage or 
neologisms. 
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In the case of Bosnian, it is instructive to study religious manuals from the 1850s, now 
transcribed from the Arabic script to the contemporary Croatian Gaj's alphabet. These 
manuals are now virtually incomprehensible because most of their vocabulary, not just 
religious, but also everyday speech, consists of Arabic, Persian and Turkish loan words 
(for instance, terms for a believer, human being, animal, heaven, physician, house...) 
which cannot be understood by contemporary ordinary Bosnian language speaker, let 
alone Serbian and Croatian. This shows how a language profile depends on historical 
and cultural circumstances, because Bosnian Muslim elites have emigrated in masse to 
the Ottoman empire following the Austrian occupation in 1878. 
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One should not overlook the fundamental fact that from the mid-19th century those 
languages have been artificially brought together and through the Yugoslav ideology, 
having school system and state apparatus at the disposal, the goal of imagined and 
imposed “closeness” or even complete fusion into one standard language had been 
implemented, especially in the two Yugoslav states, first from 1918 to 1941, the second 
from 1945 to 1991. These efforts, whichever their motivation, ultimately failed due to 
ineradicable individuality of Croatian and Serbian, but left a legacy of higher mutual 
intelligibility than would have been expected otherwise. 
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A subtler and more analytical approach to those similar languages, surpassing the level 
of schematic, elementary primers for beginners’ position of not few (of course, not all, 
nor a majority) non-South Slavic linguists can be found in works of some Croatian 
linguists, and Branka Tafra in particular. For her, Serbian, Bosnian and Montenegrin are 
for Croatian language speakers not foreign languages (like, say, Japanese, French or 
Swedish). They are alien languages, understandable to a high degree, but due to Croatian 
language strong individuality rooted in history and interweaving with other Croatian 
dialectal literary languages- alien. 





Contuiution tor the history of 





We will get close to the end in this video with a true historical anecdote. Brilliant Croatian 
author, Antun Gustav Matos (1873-1914) who wrote poetry, essays, travelogues, literary 
criticism, short stories, political polemics and feuilletons had resided in Serbia for more 
than 8 years. In one instance, Matos wrote an anonymous political article for some 
Serbian newspaper, hiding his identity. It was supposed that the text would be ascribed 
to a Serbian journalist. But- it was instantly recognized that some Croatian language 
speaker wrote that article (although they did not know it was him). So, Croatian language 
“spirit”, as reflected in phraseology, grammatical features, stylistics, lexicon-thwarted his 
effort to write a text in Serbian, although he tried, and more- he was writing in the period 


116 


when Croatian and Serbian were not as crystallized as they are now, and in a relatively 
low-brow journalist functional style. And if a great writer who had been living in Serbia 
for years didn't succeed in “passing as a Serbian speaker’- it is highly unlikely that an 
ordinary citizen could accomplish that. 





Even a more absurd example is that of the most famous Croatian neo-grammarian and 
virtually the addict to Karadzic’s works, philologist and translator Tomislav Maretic, the 
author of the best Croatian or Serbian neo-Stokavian descriptive grammar, the central 
and authoritative grammar until the second half of the 20th century. Mareti¢ spent years 
and years poring over Danicic’s and Karadzic’s works; as a specialist, he studied both 
Croatian and Serbian literary and philological works and studies for decades. And yet, 
when he was, in his early 70s, invited to deliver a speech as a guest of honor for 
Danicic’s anniversary, held in Belgrade in 1925 and in the newly created Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes- he tried to show the unity of Croatian and Serbian by giving 
a speech in Serbian. And he simply- failed. A man who studied Serbian language for 
decades and was a great professional philologist- couldn't speak fluent Serbian 
language. 
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True, there are conspicuous exceptions to the rule that flawless active knowledge of 
either Croatian or Serbian cannot be obtained not just easily, but without much effort for 
other South Slavic languages’ speakers. Croatian author Miroslav Krleza had portrayed in 
his multi-voluminous novel “Banners” a few Serbian characters who speak very plastic 
and distinctly individualized Serbian language; another example is Zagreb-born Serbian 
author Bora Cosié, creatively obsessed, among other figures, with Krleza who is the hero 
of his two highly imaginative and idiosyncratic alternative history novels. Here, as 
elsewhere, Cosié shows indubitable mastery of the Croatian language and sovereign 
playfulness with it. But- these authors are lords of languages. Their supreme 
accomplishments in both these close languages show they are language wizards to 
whom ordinary rules do not apply. 
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THE ROLE OF LINGUISTICS 


We shall end this video with a few intriguing statements, questions and possible 
answers. 


The role of linguistics 
Statements 


a 
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First- the role of linguistics is, by all accounts, overrated with regard to language identity 
and its classification. The number of living languages wildly varies, from over 6000 to 
over 8000, and in some linguistic atlases over 10,000. There is a bewildering variety of 
misconceptions, confusing definitions, inappropriate qualifications and much else, 
simply due to the fact that linguistics is not an exact science- although some of its 
branches are rather exact, in comparison with historiography or psychology, let alone 


literary theory- and that “being a language’ status has not much to do with its status 
among various types of linguists. 


—, _ | American| British 
eer | encieh 
yrian, Slovin,| Serbian. 


language name in history 
in authentic texts of the 
writers in that language 


~ communication 
intelligibility 
the same 
written corpus 


identity and 
cultural unity 


standardization at 
the same place and 
in the same time 





120 





Map 2.1. fndo-European languages of Europe. 
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Human languages evolved in communities of speakers, and it is these communities, not 
any group of linguists, which are decisive in whether one form of structured 
communication codes would be considered a separate language, or a variety of one 
language. 
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Typical cases are Hindi and Urdu. Significantly enough, Urdu and Hindi are classified as 
separate standard languages and in their description, linguists frequently write 
extensively about their history as literary languages, going back to hundreds of years, 
with the primacy belonging to Urdu. And yet, when it comes to Croatian and Serbian, 
except in a few examples like Rehder’s book on Slavic languages, all of a sudden- 
linguists seem to suddenly develop signs of amnesia. They seem to think that Croatian 
and Serbian somehow emerged in the mid- to second half of the 19th century, as if 
nothing had been written in Serbian, and especially Croatian, centuries ago. This 
blindness to elementary logic of is astounding. Perhaps it is the best verdict on mental, 
moral, intellectual and “scientific” status of Serbo-Croatian language ideology. 
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Chinese languages or dialects are another topic. Western linguists insist that, according 
to their criteria, these are separate Chinese languages; the Chinese, on the other hand, 
wont have none of it and dismiss this all, saying that these are just dialects or varieties 
of one, Chinese language, and that strength of 4,000 years old Chinese culture and the 
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will of a billion and a half Chinese people matter more than some linguistic constructs, 
stemming from a specifically European circumstances and not applicable to the Chinese 
historical-cultural milieu. The Chinese don't question mathematics or physics- but they 
do linguistics or historiography. Be as it may, the self-consciousness and the 
determination of a language community leaves many professional linguists puzzled or 
confused, relegating non-negligible parts of their scientific endeavor to debatable gray 
areas of dubious scientific integrity or status. 
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Tine role oF linguistics 





language name in history 
in authentic texts of the 
writers in that language 


communication 
intelligibility 


thesame __ 
written corpus 


identity and 
cultural unity 





standardization at 
the same place and 
in the same time 





Various historical examples are mixed, Croatian and Serbian are close to Hindi and Urdu 
examples, as well as to the Malaysians and Indonesian case. Arabic, is on the other 
hand, Dachsprach, covering many Arabic languages and dialects. What is the ultimate 
judge in such matters is not some percentage of grammatical features, nor intelligibility. 
What is decisive is whether one language community knows it speaks their own national 
language, and not a variety of some different, supra-national and historically 
individualized language codified elsewhere. Either your own national language rooted in 
history, culture and identity, or a variety of a language either acquired from others, 
Hiberno English, or a slightly modified regional form of common language standard 
which came into existence through colonial and demographic expansion, American 
English. 
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ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST 
SERBO-CROATIAN 


In the case of Croatian language, many non-South Slavic, as well as Slavic linguists, 
remain divided. Those of traditional orientation, whom German Slavicist Leopold 
Auburger had called followers of Serbo-Croatian language ideology, still insist that 
Croatian and Serbian form one standard language, the reason for that contention, 
according to Auburger, being they had been taught so for decades. At some levels, they 
could be right, but their position stems from confusing languages as a system of 
dialects and languages as modern standard languages. 
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égeihst Seio-Croetikm 


A Handbook of Bosnian, Serbian, 





and Croatian 
by Wayles Brown and Theresa Alt 


© SEELRC 2004 


page / 
0. Introduction 


Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian are three standardized forms based on very similar 
linguistic material. For many people the term “lanquage" means standardized form 
of a language, and in this meaning we can speak sl a ee ee a 

Croatian language, and a Serbian a "Languat | ste 






one language. cia Sealant was the traditional term. The non-native learner 
usually want to choose to concentrate on Bosnian or Croatian or Serbian, but 
learning any of these actively plus some knowledge of the differences will permit 
the learner to take part in the communication system throughout the whole area. 
This description will use the term BCS to denote what the three standards have in 
common. The differences in grammar are not very numerous and will be discussed 


To what de ree are Croatian and Serbian the same language? 
dence from a Translation Study* 
John Frederick Bailyn 
Stony Brook University 





1. Introduction 


The purpose of this article is to argue, on the basis of the comparison of purely grammatical 
building-blocks, exposed through a particular kind of experimental study, that the (standard) 
languages referred to as Croatian and Serbian are the same language, and should be 
acknowledged and treated as such.’ (I assume further, that if this point can be demonstrated for 
Croatian and Serbian, the argument extends directly to what are now being called Bosnian and 
Montenegrin.) A central assumption behind this claim, and behind the entire article, is that the 


the cultural uniqueness of any of the peoples involved. Rather, the issue at hand has been a 
narrow linguistic one — how similar are the Be systems, and is there any linguistic 






Of course, the Western and Eastern variants of BCS might well still develop into different 
languages. Usually, such divergence happens when rule-governed sound changes lead to 
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Their main argument, it seems, boils down to three components: 
e standard languages are mutually intelligible at ordinary levels; 
e they have virtually the same core grammar, from phonology to syntax; 
e they have been traditionally called “Serbo-Croatian” by the international linguistic 


community for decades. 
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But, on closer inspection, these arguments are rather weak. 
First, as we have demonstrated, mutual intelligibility is something that varies over time, 


even within an individual. Moreover- why should a colloquial speech be given such a 
decisive importance over other functional styles or forms of speech? Or why would a 
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language intelligibility for speakers of other, similar languages, trump its individuality ? 
Who is to decide that? And why or how? 
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Second- language core grammar can easily be altered- Croatian, Serbian and Bosnian 
have 30 phonemes, but Montenegrin 32. There are completely realistic proposals, mainly 
in Croatian language planning, to reduce the number of Croatian phonemes to 28 or 29, 
or increase them to numbers 33 or 34 (they are already present in the Croatian, just not 
“officially” recognized). With regards to morphosyntactic structures, there are also 
initiatives, which would aim at reviving older, basically Croatian language characteristics 
from the 18th and 19th centuries, for instance the different types of cases in the plural 
nouns, wider application of participles, aorist or imperfect, and syntactic structures 
prevalent or at least present in the significant part in Croatian writing from the 16th to 
the early 19th centuries, but which have, due to the policy of unification of Croatian and 
Serbian, can now be found only in two to three centuries old Croatian literature, but have 
virtually vanished from the everyday speech and only language virtuosi translators use 
them in translations of classics, from Aristotle to Rabelais, or from Tasso to the Buddhist 
Tripitaka. 
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e da se, jer dobar « 
inventar hrvatskc 
da se uvede pos 

e da se jat ne pise 
(dijete/djeteta), n 


e da se umesto 4, 


e da se, jer dobar dio Hrvata slabo razlikuje ¢ i c, a da dz prakticki ne spada u fonetski 
inventar hrvatskoga jezika, hrvatska abeceda reducira na ci d (tj. da otpadnu ci dz), no 
da se uvede posebni znak za slogotvorni r (u rijecima kao Arv, grm, prst, ...) 


« da se jat ne pise ni po Sulekovskom (dlete/djeteta), ni po kacic-karadzicevskom modelu 


(dijete/djeteta), nego kao —je- u svim slucajevima (djete/djeteta, |jepo, bjelo, cjelo, ...) 


« da se umjesto 4, propigu 3 naglaska, jer Skari¢ smatra da je pokusima pokazao da 


govornici hrvatskoga ne razlikuju kratkosilazni i kratkouzlazni naglasak. 
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The third argument is the weakest- a habit or inertia of any scientific community cannot 


be taken into account seriously when discussing such matters. 
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CONFUSION OF CULTURAL ATTRIBUTION IN 
THE CASE OF SERBO-CROATIAN 


Critics of such an approach in description of a supposedly Serbo-Croatian language 
pose questions as follows: what to do with almost 1000 years old literary culture of 


these languages? 
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Is Baska Tablet, that “jewel of Croatian literacy”, 11th or 12th century, also a part of 
Serbian heritage, or some Serbo-Croatian? 





Do the Glagolitic Missal of Duke Novak, 1368, and Hervoye's Missal, 1404, belong to 
Serbian literacy, too, and is the same with the Saint Sava Nomonkanon, 1219 and 
Duushan's code, 1349, with regards to Croatian literary heritage? These texts were 
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written in Church Slavonic with elements of either Croatian or Serbian vernacular and 
belong to the Croatian and Serbian recension of Church Slavonic. So far, no one has 
suggested that some Serbo-Croatian recension ever existed. So, what to do with them? 
Should they be relegated to oblivion because so called Serbo-Croatian appeared only in 
the second half of the 19th century, while these texts have nothing “Serbo-Croatian” in 
them. They are either-or. The same goes for vernacular literacy and literature. 
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Does Cakavian based Renaissance literary output from Dalmatia, Marulié, Zoranié, Lucié, 
belong to Serbo-Croatian? If yes, then Serbian part of that syntagm should be completely 
dismissed, because Serbs don't consider it to be a part of their heritage. 
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But then, what remains of Serbo-Croatian? In the case of Dubrovnik Renaissance 
literature, written in the mixture of Stokavian and Cakavian, and exclusively in Roman 
script, does it belong to Serbo-Croatian? If yes, what is characteristically Serbian in it? 
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Because Serbian literature is, in the 16th century, well defined by its participation in the 
Byzantine cultural circle and written in Church Slavonic interspersed with Serbian 
vernacular dialectal characteristics, what is, if that literature is to be considered 
Serbo-Croatian, what is Croatian in its content, both linguistic and cultural? 
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And later, is Kasic’s translation of the Bible, 1622 to 1633, a monument of the 
Serbo-Croatian language? If so, why do Serbs not only marginalize it, but would have 
nothing to do with it? Does this translation, because of its supposedly Serbo-Croatian 
nature, also belong to Serbian language heritage? 
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And what about Kajkavian based literature from the 16th to 18th centuries, or those 
written in Cakavian-Stokavian-Kajkavian interdialect, as is the case with Croatian 
Protestant New Testament from 1562, or works of Fran Krsto Frankopaan, 1671? 
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IDEOLOGY OF SERBO-CROATISM 


Proponents of Serbo-Croatian ideology should, thus, completely dismiss centuries of 
Croatian and Serbian literary cultures, because they do not mix at all. Serbo-Croatism as 
ideology should then claim that a unified Serbo-Croatian language has appeared 
somewhere in the second half of the 19th century out of blue and based on rural 
Shtokavian idioms. That would amount to denying historicity of both Croatian and 
Serbian languages, a complete historical nihilism not seen anywhere in the world. 
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It is true that Karadzic’s reform had brought Serbian language closer to the Croatian, but 
that Croatian had had 400 years old literary tradition by then and had possessed, in its 
corpus, all Karadzic’s solutions from phonetics to morphology, syntax and South Slavic 
vocabulary, Serbian script being the only Karadzic’s innovation in Serbian language in 
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comparison with Croatian tradition. Serbo-Croatian ideologists should then call this 


language Croatian, and Croatian only, because it contains Karadzic’s basic Serbian as a 


subset. Which, of course, is absurdity considering the meanders of Serbian literary 


culture. And the level of closeness does not mean complete fusion in which all traces of 


prior separate existences have been obliterated. In short, standard language thus 


defined does not exist anywhere in the world and has never existed. 
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Croatian linguists and other Slavicists have elaborated on various aspects of modern 
standard Croatian and have developed numerous theoretical models. We shall address 
only those works that deal with Croatian-Serbian classification confusion and omit those 
who ignore Serbian language history, dealing with it marginally only in those areas where 
this language, due to Croatian neo-grammarian delusions and imposition during both 
Yugoslav states, had interfered with Croatian standard language's natural development, 
natural meaning following its own, and not other languages’ linguistic and cultural traits 
and traditions. 





Dalibor Brozovic's work “Sociolinguistics versus genetic and typological linguistics’, 1996, 
although not addressing Serbian language, critically analyzes some delusions of 
Croatian neo-grammarians. According to him, only sociolinguistics is relevant in dealing 
with standard languages, and only. From the summary, quotation, “Genetic linguistics 
deals with family relations between idioms, i. e., between languages and dialects, while 
typological linguistics deals with inner structural relations within a particular idiom and 
compares them with each other. The facts in each of these linguistics do not have value of 
arguments in another; not to mention sociolinguistics which deals with the nature of 
particular idioms in connection with their respective speech communities. Of course, 
sociolinguistic facts are of no value for other two kinds of linguistics. All these relations 
are exemplified by the role of sound yat in Croatian and other (South)Slavonic languages”, 
end of quotation. 
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Sociolingvistika prema genetskoj i tipoloskoj lingvistici 


Genetska lingvistika prouéava srodniéke odnose medu idiomima, to jest medu jezicima i me- 
du diyalektima, a tipoloska lingvistika prouéava unutarnje strukturne odnose u pojedinome 
idiomu te usporeduje takve odnose. Cinjenice iz jedne od tih lingvistika nemaju vrijednosti 
argumenata u drugoj, a jo$ manje u sociolingvistici, koja prouéava prirodu pojedinih idioma 
u vezi s njihovim nositeljskim kolektivima. Naravno, ni ¢injenice iz sociolingvistike ne vrije- 
de u drugim dvjema lingvistikama. 5vi ti odnosi ee se na primjeru uloge glasa jat (é) 
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hetiisites”, 1998, 


German Slavicist Leopold Auburger's approach is a bit different. He explicitly addresses 
Serbo-Croatian language ideology, including not only “naked” standard language facts, 
but also political, historical and ideological motivation that resulted in selection of 
particular morphosyntactic and lexical features, while consciously dismissing 
inconvenient ones, all in the name of Serbo-Croatian ideology of potential fusion of 
Croatian and Serbian. 
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From the recension, quotation, “Auburger introduces historiography, philosophy, theology, 
sociology, anthropology, culturology, ethnology, and psychology into his linguistic 
synthesis through a discourse imbued with the author's personal pursuit of scientific truth. 
His philological competence broadly extends to the history and theory of literature, which 
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is especially evident in comparative Slavic considerations and conclusions. Operating with 
more or less known facts, a multitude of data and a wide range of other and different 
opinions, Auburger unhesitatingly unmasks the ideological, dogmatic basis of 
Serbo-Croatianism, demystifies it as a linguistically respectable phenomenon and sheds a 
whole new light on developmental paths in Croatian history language. The meticulousness 
with which he contextualizes key historical moments and phenomena leaves no blurred 
places for questions about the motives and goals of Serbo-Croatianism and 
Serbo-Croatistics. It precisely defines the problem and sets it on clearly established 
theoretical foundations. He connects all the emic (emic) elements of the mosaic with 
great erudition, which reveals the essence of the permanently tense relationship between 
the Croatian language and Serbo-Croatianism”, end of quotation. 
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HRVATSKI JEZIK I SERBOKROATIZAM 
ILI CAR JE GOL 
Leopold Auburger: 


Hrvatski jezik i serbokroatizam. 
Maveda i HFDR, Rijeka, 2009., 304 stg 





Knjiga njemackoga slavista 1 kroatista Leopolda Auburgera Hrvatski 
jezik 1 serbokroatizam (Maveda i Hrvatsko filolosko drustvo Rijeka, 2009.), 
objavliena u priievodu N. Palasic i samoga autora dugih deset godina na- 
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Following this type of approach, although a professional linguist and Slavicist, Auburger 
has exposed poverty of linguistic reductionism that has dominated, and in some parts 
still dominates, the field of South Slavic languages studies. In these cases, older 
generation Slavicists’ position is similar to embarrassment Plato had suffered in a 
situation described by Diogenes Laértius. Namely, when Plato gave the definition of man 
as "featherless bipeds" Cynic philosopher Diogenes plucked a chicken and brought it into 
Plato's Academy, saying, 


‘Behold! I've brought you a man.’ 
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